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ABSTRACT 

A study was designed to test the relation between locus of control 
and justification in victims. In the context of equity theory, just- 
ifications were seen as certain types of estimates of the inputs and 
outcomes of the participants in an equitable or inequitable situation. 
Personal control (beliefs about the control that a person possesses), 
ideological control (beliefs about the control that others in society 
possess), and victimization were independently manipulated in a 2 X 2 X 2 
factorial design. Justification responses of 64 male college students 
were obtained via an evaluation questionnaire presented after their 
being victimized in a number-estimation task. Personality scores on the 
Rotter (1966) Internal-External Control test were also obtained. 

Despite the success of the personal control and victimization man- 
ipulations, the predicted effects were not obtained: justification was 
not greater under conditions of internal control, and victimization 
produced a reduction in justification. The hypotheses received marginal 
experimental support in that victims justified more under internal-personal 
control than under external-personal control. The correlation data 
confirmed the association between perceived internal control and 
justification: Ss internal on the I-E personality factors perceived they 


were more in control, and the latter also justified more. 
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INTRODUCTION 

During the past twenty years, social psychologists have shown an 
increasing interest in situations involving aggression, harm-doing, and 
injustice. Most of this research has focused on the determinants of 
aggression (Berkowitz, 1962, 1965, 1968, 1970; Buss, 1961; Fesbach, 1964, 
1967; Goranson, 1970; Milgram, 1964, 1965). However, some of the more 
recent studies have focused on the consequences of an initial aggressive 
or unjust act. These studies have dealt primarily with the harm-doer's 
actions and perceptions following the act of doing harm to another 
(Berkowitz, 1962; Berscheid and Walster, 1967; Berscheid, Walster, and 
Barclay, 1969; Berscheid, Boye, and Walster, 1968; Lerner and Simmons, 
1966; Macauley and Walster, 1971; Rawlings, 1968; Walster, Walster and 
Berscheid, in press). Although sone theoretical formulations exist, (Adams, 
1965; Walster, Walster and Berscheid, in press), the behavior and percep- 
tions of the victim in a situation involving harm-doing or injustice have 
generated considerably less research (Leventhal and Bergman, 1969; 
Ross, Thibaut and Evenbeck, 1971; Hannah, 1972; Ross and McMillen, 1972). 

The present study was designed to investigate the reactions of victims 
in an inequitable situation. An inequitable situation is defined as one 
in which a person perceives that not all participants have equal input- 
outcome ratios. This definition of inequity has been applied to various 
situations involving harm-doing and injustice (Adams, 1965). 

Walster, Walster, and Berscheid (in press) have presented a model for 
predicting the reactions of a victim in an inequitable situation. They 


have suggested that when the alternatives of retribution and retaliation 
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2s 
are unavailable, a victim will tend to justify the inequity. The concept 
of justification is a complex one. Scott and Lyman (1968) describe a 
justification as "an account in which one accepts the responsibility for 
the act in question, but where one denies the pejorative quality associated 
with it." Generally, justifications involve certain types of estimates 
of the inputs and outcomes of the participants in an interaction. 

Walster, Walster, and Berscheid (in press) have suggested several 
ways that victims can justify to maintain equity. The victim may believe 
that his exploitation brings him compensating benefits. He may console 
himself that in the long run the harm-doer will be punished as he deserves. 
He may convince himself that his exploiter actually deserves his greater 
benefits because he possesses additional inputs. Finally, he may convince 
himself that his inputs are so low that he deserves the lower outcomes. 

By using one or more of these rationalizations, the victim can persuade 
himself that both he and the harm-doer have equal input-outcome ratios. 
Each of these justifications was observed in Lane's (1962) field study of 
the political and ideological views of working-class men. 

So far, scant empirical attention has been paid to the factors which 
determine justification. One possible factor is suggested by a common 
element that appears to underlie the above justifications; the belief that 
persons deserve and feel responsible for their outcomes. For example, 
Lane (1962) concluded that the major justification for income inequality 
revolved around the belief that "the upper class deserve to be upper, 
and the lower class deserve no better than they get." Such a notion of 


responsibility seems to imply a belief in internal control, defined by 
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Ss 
Rotter (1966) as a person's belief that rewards follow from or are contin- 
gent upon his own behavior. Thus high justification appears to be related 
to conditions of internal locus of control. 

In a recent study, Ross, Thibaut and Evenbeck (1971) used a 
contingency manipulation that was operationally similar to internal- 
external control, but did not find that it produced differences in just- 
ification. Ss in the contingency (internal) condition were told that 
their outcomes on a rope-pulling task were dependent on their skill; Ss in 
the non-contingency (external condition) were told before each rope-pull 
what their outcomes would be. Ross et al. (1971) attributed their lack of 
findings to the fact that the Ss may have felt that they worked just as 
hard in both conditions. If Ss did not control their outcomes in the 
external condition, it was through no fault of their own. Since both the 
internal and external groups may have felt the same degree of control over 
their performance, it is not surprising that there were no differences in 
justification. The present study differed from Ross et al.'s (1971) study 
in that it was concerned with the S's sense of control over his performance 
rather than his sense of control over his outcomes. 

In addition to believing that they do or do not exert control over 
their own performance, individuals may also differ’ concerning beliefs about 
the control that others in society possess. Gurin, Gurin, Beattie and Lao 
(1969) referred to this distinction as ideological control (beliefs about 
the control that most others in the society possess) and personal control 
(beliefs about the control that one personally possesses). Research with 


Negro Americans has revealed that this distinction is a valid one: the 
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4. 
correlation between the personal and ideological factors is only .124 
(Lao, 1970). Gurin et al. (1969) explained the existence of this distinction 
in the following way: the rationale is that Negroes may very well adopt the 
general beliefs about internal control (the general Protestant ethic that 
work is rewarded), but find that these beliefs cannot always be applied in 
their own life situations. Insofar as victims in general may share certain 
types of experiences with Gurin et al.'s (1969) Negro samples (discrimin- 
ation, prejudice, reduced opportunities), the personal-ideological distinction 
may be relevant to the present investigations. Thus in this experiment 
both personal and ideological control were manipulated. 

Personal control was varied by manipulating situational factors which 
signaled to the S that he was or was not in control of his performance. 
Ideological control was manipulated by influencing the S's beliefs con- 
cerning the control that persons in general have over their performance on 
the designated task. The major prediction was that both the ideologically 
and the personally internal Ss justify more than do externals. 

Also of interest was the degree of justification which occurs under 
conflicting or incongruous conditions of personal and ideological control. 
It was expected that conflicting conditions would produce levels of 
justification intermediate to the non-conflicting conditions. A more 
specific hypothesis related to these conflicting conditions was advanced: 
ideological-internal, personal-external Ss may justify more than the 
ideological-external, personal-internal Ss. The basis for this prediction 
was derived from Gurin et al.'s (1969) observation that ideologically 


internal but personally external Negroes were less often involved in 
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SE 
social protest activity than were the more ideologically external Negroes. 
On the assumption that justification and social protest are inversely 
related (since justification involves acceptance of one's victimization), 
the ideologically internal, personally external Ss should justify more 
than the ideologically external, personally internal Ss. Furthermore, 
Scott and Lyman (1968) have emphasized that justifications are judged to 
be acceptable on the basis of commonly-held beliefs in particular cultures 
and situations. The implication for the present hypothesis is that 
justifications are more likely to be based on ideological beliefs than on 
personal beliefs. Thus a greater effect for ideological control than for 
internal control would stem from the fact that ideological control beliefs 
are more likely to be publicly-quoted, commonly-repeated, and difficult to 
challenge because they appear to represent the concensus of persons in 
society as a whole. On the other hand, personal control beliefs are more 
likely to be private, less likely to be validated by concensus, and thus 
more easily overcome by the group norms of ideological beliefs. 
The major hypotheses were as follows: 

1. Victimized Ss will justify more than non-victimi zed SNe 

2. Victims internal with respect to personal control will justify more 
than victims external with respect to personal control. 

3. Victims internal with respect to ideological control will justify more 
than victims external with respect to ideological control. 
The secondary hypotheses were: 

4. Victims under conflicting conditions of personal and ideological control 


will justify at levels intermediate to victims under consistent 
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conditions of personal and ideological control. 

Victims internal with respect to ideological control who are also 
external with respect to personal control will justify more than 
victims external with respect to ideological control who are also 


internal with respect to personal control. 
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METHOD 

Subjects 

The sample consisted of 64 male students from introductory psychology 
classes, who participated to earn 5 grade-points. The Ss signed appointment 
booklets which identified the experiment by a number and a nonsense name. 
Procedure 

The Ss were individually presented with 40 slides each containing 
between 18 and 40 black dots. A tachistoscope controlled the time 
exposure of the slides. The Ss were instructed that they were participating 
in a study of perceptual judgments under various conditions, and the E 
stated that he had been hired to prepare and carry out the research 
project. (See Appendix A for the instructions given to the Ss.) 

After stating that the experiment required relatively high motivation, 


ime Erotfered the ‘Ss 25-cents or 75 cents | 


for each estimate correct 
within 10% limits. Before making the actual (paid) judgments, however, 
the Ss were given two five-slide practice sessions: in the first 

practice session, the E showed the slides and called out the correct 
number of dots; in the second practice session, the Ss made five judgments 


and were told their "score." Then the rest of the slides were shown to 


the Ss. 


Personal control manipulation. The Ss in the internal-personal 


'tnternal-personal Ss»were offered 25 cents for each correct slide; external- 
personal Ss were offered 75 cents. Pilot work indicated that the different 
rewards were necessary to produce a uniform level of victimization or 
non-victimization without arousing suspicion. 
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a 
condition (hereafter referred to as the internal-personal Ss)* were 
placed in a situation with cues to indicate that they had considerable 
control over their performance. The first set of practice slides was 
shown at 3 seconds. (Pilot work had indicated that this latter exposure 
time allowed Ss to correctly estimate about half the slides.) Following 
the second set of practice slides, the internal-personal Ss were informed 
that they had made 3 correct judgments out of 5, and that this indicated 
a significant skill factor, since the score was clearly above the chance 
level. Then the next 30 slides were shown at an exposure time of 3 
seconds. 

The external-personal Ss received feedback from the situation indicating 
that their performance was not within their control. The first set of 
practice slides was presented at 3 seconds, and the second set at 1/4 
second. Following the second set, they were told that they had made only 
1 correct judgment out of 5 and that this did not indicate the operation 
of a skill factor since a score of 1 out of 5 would be expected by chance 
alone. Then the remaining 30 slides were shown at an exposure time of 
1/4 second. 

Ideological control manipulation. Ss in the internal-ideological 
condition were told after the practice slides that according to cross- 
Canada samples on similar judgment tasks, most persons did significantly 
better than chance. Ss in the external-ideological condition were told 


that most persons performed at about the chance level. 


4 

“Note that terms such as internal-personals and external-ideologicals refer 

to Ss under the experimental conditions, and not to personality characteristics 
of the Ss. 
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Victimization manipulation. After the judgment trials were completed, 
the E told the Ss that they had made either 3 correct judgments at 75 cents 
each (external-personal Ss) or 9 correct judgments at 25 cents each 
(internal-personal Ss), which entitled them to $2.25. To the Ss 
designated as victims, the E then announced that the money wasn't available, 
and that only certain persons received any money. Non-victims were told 
that the E couldn't give them exactly $2.25, but that he could give them 
$2.00. The non-victimized Ss then signed a receipt form and the E gave 
them the money. 

The E then thanked all the Ss for their participation in the exper- 
iment, and told them that a detailed sunmary of the study would later be 
posted on the Psychology bulletin board. As he led the Ss out of the 
experiment room, the E waved to a pile of papers on a window sill and 
casually asked the Ss if they would mind filling out a rating form "required 
by the research supervisor", which was actually a questionnaire designed 
to measure justification. As this was an exploratory study, each of the 
justifications suggested by Walster, Walster, and Berscheid (in press) 
were investigated. Since the operationalization of justification is fairly 
complex, the questionnaire is presented in its entirety in Table 1. The 
rationale for the individual items is also presented. 

The Ss were asked to deposit the justification questionnaire in a 
nearby padlocked box which was labelled with the research supervisor's 
name and various other experiment code names. 

As the Ss began to fill out the questionnaire, the E left the area 


and secretly observed the Ss through a small window. After the Ss had 
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TABLE 1 
JUSTIFICATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
NOTE: low scores indicate more justification. 
1. The learning experience provided by this experiment was: 


considerable very little 


It was expected that victims and internals would justify by assigning more 
value to the learning experience. This would test the notion that victims may 
justify by believing that their exploitation brings them compensating benefits. 


2. I think the experimenter's reasons for conducting the experiment as he 
did were: 


very adequate eee 8 eee very inadequate 

Victims were expected to find the E's reasons for conducting the study to be 
more adequate, since this would allow them to justify their lower outcomes 
(relative to the outcome of the E) by assigning higher inputs to the E. 


3. Considering the education value of this experiment in comparison to the 
effort and skill required of me: 


I learned quite a I learned very 
lot when you consider little for the 
the small effort large effort 
involved. involved. 


It was expected that victims and internals would justify their reduced outcomes 
by convincing themselves that they had invested very little effort in the task. 


4. The experimenter seemed: 


competent incompetent 


ee 


As in #2, it was expected that victims and internals would rate the E as more 
competent and thus justify their victimization on the basis of the E's higher 
inputs. 


5. I think the Supervisor of Research will: 


probably hire this probably not hire this 
experimenter again experimenter again 


It was expected that victims and internals would believe the E would not be 
rehired, and thus believe that justice would be attained in the long run when 
their harm-doer was punished. (See Appendix B for the actual form presented to | 


——— 
_— 7 


PIB [, TOM SIBDTOR 25%09e wot ~aTOl 
temhyaaKxs Stvoyvo Soy: ryook niutmrreet att Pe | 


‘4 iim ; . joerabha digg 


{ I “~ af 
‘ - 7 ; bs ok 
: : ' 
e ‘ 
" Vy R | 2 ry 
ne , tg ga! Srna 
. ay, t f in 
el Fy ; fz ) p) AS ATE evar pot f 
} . 
; t P 5 pie } } 
Z + 
5 69% 2 NTASQRD Bel AN 
j 
‘ange 
sa tae 
= ——— -< + 
: 
asi | ‘; A 3 
: 
wofls biuow id son § 
: _ — & 
; ‘ i ; = ’ yeh J i a 
” 
j ae | 1A , 1 tens 
} he 1 : . t out 
' 
a - ™ 
4 - i ipes 4 4 wy if 
» 
: , 
' ) arup DS 
$ OD vO 
ra) 7 trad + a r 
~ '* '.§ ‘ 
“ - — —_ — nay 
' * ‘ 
ra ( t. ; 
‘ 7 , had - 
‘ , wl ti } JT" h> vG? 
A ‘ 
4 + 
Wet | Ura | iS Jody av ieament patos 
i } is rT -\ 
' sa ok pose z 
~' hetiege satasminsa 
4+ nan + ; 
wo Tt ' i d 
wie én -_ me ¥ ome eaiieie tani : 
” ; . : 
\ i { s 4 oat [ 
af on 
{ F ’ 


som 26 3 srt otay bivow e?eiuragnr bits emidatv Fahy DESAeGAS Cow FT 
yernorr ti FauE aunt 


? 3 ten i decdonrg 
Mheps yodromn SxS 


i BA 
completed the forms and were leaving the building, the E casually met the 
Ss in a corridor, and asked them to spare a few minutes to answer some 
questions about the experiment. These questions were intended to assess 
the Ss' perceptions of personal and ideological control in the experimental 
situation, and to assess the degree to which they felt victimized. (See 
Appendix C for these questionnaire items.) 

After the Ss had completed the manipulation check questionnaire, the 
victimized Ss were given $2.00. The E then proceeded with the post- 
experimental interview to check possible suspicion and to explain the 
true nature of the experiment (see Appendix D for a detailed presentation 
of the post-experimental interview). Following standardized debriefing 
procedures, it was emphasized that the experiment required the deception 
and that it had been difficult to achieve a plausible deception. After 
the interview the E thanked the Ss and stressed the importance of not 
discussing the experiment with classmates. 

- Throughout the experiment, an attempt was made to avoid experimenter 
effects by concealing the experimental conditions from the E. Only at 
the last possible moment, by dzeauivertipping a card (see Appendix A), 


did the E discover each of the conditions which the S would undergo. 
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RESULTS 

The results of six ss° were discarded because of their suspicions 
of some part of the manipulations. (Appendix D contains the procedures 
used to determine suspicion). Two more Ss left the building before the 
end of the experiment. The results of the remaining 64 Ss were analyzed 
in a 2 X 2 X 2 factorial design, with 8 Ss in each cell. 

The results of all the manipulation check items for victimization, 
personal control, and ideological control are reported below. 

On a question asking Ss to rate their treatment on a 7-point scale 
from "very fairly" (1) to "very unfairly" (7), the victims indicated 
that they were treated less fairly than did the non-victims (F = 14.5, 
df = 1/56, p < .01). The mean rating for the victims was 2.7; the mean 
rating for the non-victims was 1.5. 

On three of the four questions used to measure personal control, 

Ss in the personal-internal condition expressed significantly more internal 
control than Ss in the external personal condition. On the first 

question, Ss were asked to rate their performance on a 7-point scale from 
"entirely a matter of skill" (1) to “entirely a matter of chance" (7). 
Compared to personal externals, personal internals felt that their 
performance was more a matter of skill (F = 6.61, df = 1/56, p < .025), 


The mean rating for the personal-internals was 3.9; the mean rating for 


3 : : ere, 

Of the six Ss who were discarded, four were non-victims and two were 
victims; four were in the personal-external condition, and five were in 
the ideological-external condition. 
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the personal-externals was 4.8. On the second question, Ss were asked to 
rate their confidence in their accuracy on a 7-point scale from "very 
confident" (1) to "not at all confident" (7). Personal internals reported 
that they were more confident of being correct (F = 6.95, df = 1/56, 

p < .025). The mean rating for the personal-internals was 4.2; the mean 
rating for the personal-externals was 5.1. On the third question, Ss 
were asked to rate their accuracy on a 7-point scale from "close to 

100% accurate" (1) to "close to 0% accurate" (7). Personal-internals 
reported that they were more accurate (F = 5.90, df = 1/56, p < .025). 
The mean rating for the personal-internals was 4.3; the mean rating 

for the personal-externals was 5.1. On a fourth question, Ss were asked 
to rate whether or not concentration improved their performance, using 

a 7-point scale from "yes, definitely" (1) to "no, not at all" (7). 

There were no significant differences between personal-internals and 
personal-externals. 

Ss' responses on the question concerning the expected percentage of 
correct responses produced a significant interaction between personal 
control and victimization (F = 5.88, df = 1/56, p < .025; see Table 2). 

Table 2 
MEAN RATINGS OF EXPECTED CORRECT RESPONSES 


Victimization Condition 


Non-victims 


Personal Internals 
Control efit ie 
Condition Externals 


*\ 7-point scale from "close to 100% accurate" (1) to "close to 0% 
accurate" (7) was used. 
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Inspection of this interaction indicated that under internal-personal 
control, victims rather than non-victims perceived that they were less 
accurate; under external-personal conditions, the non-victims rather than 
victims perceived that they were less accurate. Examination of the means 
also indicated that for victims, there were no differences between personal- 
internals and personal-externals; for non-victims, however, personal- 
internals felt they were more accurate than did personal-externals 
(c= 3.46, df = 30, p < .002)- 

Responses to the question about perceived accuracy also produced a 
significant interaction between personal and ideological control (F = 4.08, 
oi 1750, p< 305) 

Table 3 
MEAN RATINGS OF EXPECTED CORRECT RESPONSES 


Pe} 4.5 4.6 


External 


*A 7-point scale from "close to 100% accurate" (1) to "close to 0% 
accurate" (7) was used. 


The cross-over interaction presented in Table 3 indicated that under 
internal-personal control, ideological-internals compared to ideological - 
externals perceived that they were more accurate; under external-personal 
conditions, however, the ideological-externals compared to ideological 
internals perceived that they were more accurate. Examination of the 
means also indicated that under ideological-external conditions, the 


difference between personal-internals and personal-externals was not 
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Significant; but under ideological-internal conditions, personal-internals 
felt they were more accurate than did personal-externals (t = 3.40, 
df = 30, p < .002). 

Ss were also asked to rate the performance of "most people" on a 
7-point scale from "entirely a matter of chance" (1) to "entirely a 
matter of skill" (7). The differences between ideological-internals and 
ideological-externals on this manipulation check for ideological control 
did not approach significance. 

Justification effects were measured by responses on 7-point scales 
to five questionnaire items. In addition, a summed justification score 
was obtained for each S. (Throughout the following discussion, lower 
scores indicate more justification. ) 

Contrary to the hypothesis, victims showed less justification than 
non-victims on the summed measure (F = 5.49, df = 1/56, p < .025). The 
mean rating for the victims was 18.9; the mean rating for the non-victims 
was 16.8. Victims also showed less justification on two of the five 
individual justification questions. On one question, Ss were asked to 
rate the E's reasons for conducting the experiment as he did on a scale 
from "very adequate" (1) to "completely inadequate" (7). Compared to 
non-victims, victims thought that the E's explanations for the experiment 
were less adequate (F = 6.94, df = 1/56, p < .025). The mean rating for 
the victims was 3.6 and the mean rating for the non-victims was 2.6. 
Also, when asked to rate the E's competence on a scale from "competent" (1) 
to "incompetent" (7), victims rated the E as less competent than did 


non-victims (F = 6.52, df = 1/56, p < .025). The mean for victims was 2.2; 
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16. 
the mean rating for non-victims was 1.5. 

On the question dealing with the E's competence, there was an 
interaction between victimization and personal control (F = 4.36, df = 
1/56, p < .05; see Table 4). 

Table 4 
MEAN RATINGS OF THE EXPERIMENTER 


Personal Control Level 


Internal External 
Victims 1.9* 225 
Victimization 
Non-Victims 1.8 122 


*A 7-point scale from "competent" (1) to "incompetent" (7) was used. 


For victims, Ss under external control conditions judged the E less 
competent than Ss under internal control; for non-victims, external ly- 
controlled Ss judged the E as more competent than Ss under internal 
control. A t-test indicated that neither of these two differences was 
Significant. 

The justification data indicated that neither the personal control 
nor the ideological control main effects were significant. 

Correlational analysis 

In addition to the analyses of variance, correlational analyses were 
done in order to clarify the nature of the relationships, and to compare 
the justification and manipulation check data with the personality test 
scores of the Ss on Rotter's Internal-External (I-E) control test (Rotter, 
1966). Since Rotter's scale contains several sub-scales, these were also 


included in the analyses. The subscales or factors used closely 
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correspond to Gurin et al.'s (1969) personal and ideological factors, 
and to Mirel's (1970) political factor. (See Appendix G for a listing 
of the test items involved on each factor.) 
I-E scores and factor scores were available for 34 of the 64 ss. 
The means of the manipulation check data and the justification data were 
very similar for this group of 34 and the complete sample of 64 Ss; 
t-tests revealed no significant differences between the means for any 
item. (See Appendix H for the presentation of means for the two groups. ) 

The complete correlation matrix is presented in Table 5 (p. 19). Items 
#1-11 refer to the manipulation check and justification questions listed 
in Appendices B and C; item #12 is the summed justification measure; and 
jtems #13-16 represent the Rotter I-E scale score, I-E personal control 
factor, I-E political control factor, and I-E ideological control factor, 
respectively. 

The significance of the correlations was tested using a two-tailed 


5 


t-ratio suggested by Hays (1963, p. 529).~ The following relationships 


were obtained: 


‘The Ss had taken the test as part of a mass testing program six months 
prior to the experiment. 


oF the 120 correlations presented in Table 5, only 69 are relevant to 
this investigation. It is acknowledged that with such a large number 
of correlations, chance factors alone would lead one to expect 
approximately 3 correlations significant at the .05 level. In this 
analysis, 9 significant correlations were obtained, some of these 

at the .01 level. Also, all of the 9 significant correlations are 
consistent with the hypotheses. 
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(a) Justification and I-E scores. Ss external on the ideological factor 
of the Rotter I-E scale believed that the learning experience provided 

by the experiment was lesser (r = .49, p < .01), and showed less overall 
justification (r = .38, p < .05) than Ss internal on the ideological 
factor of the I-E. 

(b) Perceived internal-external control and I-E scores. Ss' confidence 
in being correct was significantly associated with greater internality 

on the I-E scale (r = .40, p < .05), on the personal I-E factor (r = .39, 
p < .05) and on the ideological I-E factor (r = .35, p < .05). 

(c) Justification and perceived internal-external control in the experiment. 
All of the significant associations between these two variables indicated 
that perception of internal control in the experimental situation was 
associated with greater justification on the summed measure. Greater 
justification was associated with belief that the perceptual judgments 
constituted a skill rather than a chance task (r = .34, p < .05), with 
greater confidence of being correct (r = .41, p < .02), with perception 
that concentration improves one's performance (r = .40, p < .02), and 
with belief that the performance of most people would be a matter of skill 
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Mote that significant correlations which were irrelevant to the analysis 
were not marked with asterisks. 


“For each measure, the designation of the response alternative on the 
left was scored low. 
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DISCUSSION 

Contrary to expectations, victims justified less than non-victims. 
Two explanations may account for this finding. First, there may be 
some question concerning the actual degree of victimization felt by the 
victims. The manipulation check showed that victims rated their treatment 
as significantly less fair than did non-victims; however, the victims 
still rated their treatment on the positive side (Mean = 2.7) of a 
7-point "“fair-unfair" scale. On the other hand, the victimized Ss' 
frequent and obvious signs of dismay (and the behavior of the two Ss 
who were too upset to continue) suggested to the E that the victims 
truly felt somewhat victimized. It appears that any rating less than 
“very fair" indicates that some victimization was felt. 

A more plausible explanation for the failure of the victims to show 
greater justification may be that non-victims were not just non-victimized; 
they were given a $2.00 reward for twenty minutes of experimental 
participation. This was probably not a very common experience for the 
Ss, since they were receiving grade-credits for their participation. It 
is thus possible that non-victims may have felt over-rewarded and may 
have been influenced to restore equity by giving the E and the experiment 
an especially high rating (i.e., very high justification). 

Although there were no significant main effects for the personal and 
jdeological control variables, the interaction data indicated that 
victimization affected the Ss' perceptions of personal control: non- 
victimized personal-internals felt they were estimating more correctly 


than did externals, but for the victimized Ss there were no differences 
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21, 
between personal-internals and personal-externals. Possibly the experience 
of feeling victimized was somewhat overpowering and may have distracted 
the Ss from perceiving the actual locus of control in the situation. 

On the same question dealing with the perceived accuracy of the Ss' 
estimates, there was an interaction between personal and ideological 
control. Under jideological-internal control, personal-internals felt 
they were estimating more correctly than did personal-externals; there 
were no such differences for Ss under ideological-external control. 

A perceptual set may have been operating. Once Ss are given cues that 
success on the task is a matter of chance for most persons, they may be 
less likely to attend to cues relating to their personal control in that 
situation. 

On the justification item dealing with the Ss' judgments of the E's 
competence, there was_an interesting interaction between victimization and 
personal control. As expected, victimized Ss justified more under 
conditions of internal-personal control than under conditions of external- 
personal control. Non-victims showed the opposite trend, in that 
non-victimized personal-internals justified less than did the non-victimized 
personal-externals. This latter finding may be due to the non-victims 
having been induced by their relatively large reward, to return a favor 
to the E. Those non-victims most likely to feel this pressure toward 
restoring equity would be those under external control, who would be less 
likely to feel that they had earned the reward. Thus the non-victimized 
external-personals may have had a greater need to justify than did the 


non-victimjzed internal-personals. 
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It should be noted that the personal control manipulation was not 
totally unambiguous. A careful attempt was made to demonstrate to the 
Ss that their results were due to skill or chance, and the manipulation 
checks indicated that the manipulation was successful. However, it is 
possible that in both conditions, Ss may have perceived that it was the 
E who was really in control, since the slide exposure time was preselected. 
Thus the lack of significant justification effects may be due to the lack 
of very clear differences between the two personal control conditions. 

Examination of the correlation data suggests that the relative 
impotence of the experimental manipulations may have been caused by 
individual differences in internal-external control. Ss who were more 
internal on both the personal and ideological factors® of the Rotter 
I-E test were more likely to see themselves in control. Also, greater 
justification was associated with perceived internal control: Ss' 
perceptions that they were in control accounted for between 12% and 15% 
of the variation in justification scores. 

Of the four I-E personality measures used, only the I-E ideological 
factor was significantly associated with any of the justification measures. 
The I-E political factor was neither associated with perception of 
internal control, nor was it associated with justification. 

This study has several implications for understanding reactions of 
victims, and locus of control. In comparison to non-victims, victims 


in general do not make greater use of the justification techniques 


© a1 though Lao (1970) had reported a correlation of only .124 between 
personal and ideological control for her sample of Negro Americans, the 
present sample of freshman students yielded a correlation of .56/7. 
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described by Walster et_al. (in press): belief that the victimization 
is deserved, belief that the harm-doer will be punished in the long 
run, etc. In fact, victims tend to justify less than non-victims: the 
present study thus confirms Ross et al.'s (1971) finding that victims 
tend to derogate the person and the situation responsible for their 
victimization. 

In the present study, however, it is possible that the greater 
justification shown by non-victims may be due to a special combination of 
circumstances. Two modifications of the experimental situation can be 
suggested to test the hypothesis that victims justify more than non-victims. 
First, the possibility that non-victims might feel over-rewarded should 
be eliminated. Secondly, the Ss' opportunities to retaliate should be 
blocked more completely. This is necessary because according to the 
formulations of Walster et al. (in press), victims are expected to 
justify only when the avenues of restitution and retaliation are 
unavailable. In the present experiment, victims may have perceived the 
experiment evaluation as an opportunity to retaliate by giving a low 
rating to the E and to the experiment. 

One might question why victims should justify at all, if they are 
in a situation where it is quite clear that they are not responsible 
for their outcomes. It is generally accepted that responsibility is an 
important variable in justification, theoretically and empirically. 
Scott and Lyman (1968) categorize justification as a type of "account" 
given when the S feels responsible for his action; if he does not feel 


responsible, the "account" falls in the category of excuses. Various 
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studies have documented the effect of responsibility on the reactions 
of harm-doers (Lerner and Matthews, 1967; Regan, 1971; Thalhofer, 1971). 
Depending on the circumstances, feelings of responsibility may lead to 
guilt and restitution, or to rejection and devaluation of the victim 
in an attempt to justify the situation. However, it has not yet been 
shown that victims need to be responsible in order to justify. Walster 
et al. (in press) imply that even though victims may not initially feel 
responsible for their outcomes, the need to believe in a just world may 
lead them to justify. This process is similar to that suggested by 
Lerner and Matthews' (1967) analysis of harm-doers whose belief in a just 
world may have led them to devalue their victim. It is thus conceivable 
that victimization even without actual responsibility could result in 
justification in victims. 

It will be recalled that this study was inspired by Lane's (1962) 
observations that feelings of responsibility (internal control) might 
be a major support or "cause" of justification. Due to the lack of 
experimental verification, there is little to support such a cause-effect 
relationship, although the association between justification and perceived 
internal control was confirmed. More conclusive answers await further 
research, as various explanations can be offered for the lack of 


experimental effects. 
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APPENDIX A 
INSTRUCTIONS TO SUBJECTS 


The E greeted the S and asked him to sit down. (At this point the 
E flipped a card which determined the level of personal control for the 
S.) Then the E said: 

"This experiment is part of a larger research project to study 
judgments of numbers. This particular experiment is just one of a series 
designed to study the perceptual judgments of persons under several 
kinds of conditions. I've been hired as an experimenter responsible for 
preparing and carrying out this part of the research. In this experiment, 
you'll be asked to make estimates concerning the number of dots on a 
series of slides. Each slide has a number of dots on it which you must 
estimate. Now, since this particular experiment is designed to study 
judgments made under relatively high motivation, I've arranged through 
the university grant funds for enough money to pay you 25¢ (personal- 
internals) or 75¢ (personal-externals) for each estimate which is correct 
within 10% limits. For example, if there are 10 dots and you estimate 
9 or 11 dots, that would be correct. 

Before we start the actual trials, you'll have 2 sets of practice 
trials of 5 slides each. For the first set, you'll just watch the slides 
while I call out the correct number of dots for each slide. Then, for 
the next set of 5 slides, you'll] call out your estimate, and after that 
5-slide set I'll tell you if you had any correct, and how many." 


For external-personal Ss, the E then showed the first set of 5 slides 
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at 3 seconds exposure time, and the next 5 slides at 1/4 second. The E 
then said: "Your scores show you have one correct judgment out of 5. 
There is no evidence of a skill factor here; one out of 5 is about the 
level you would obtain by chance." 

For internal-personal Ss, the E then showed the first 5 slides at 
1/4 second exposure time, and the next 5 slides at 3 seconds. After 
the latter set the E said: "Your scores show you have made 3 correct 
judgments out of 5. This indicates the effect of a significant skill 
factor, since a score of 3 out of 5 is clearly above the chance level." 

(At this point the E flipped a card to determine the level of 
ideological control for the S.) To the external-ideological Ss he said: 
"You might be interested to know that most persons tested so far have 
made correct judgments at about the level of chance. We have cross- 
Canada samples on this type of judgment task, and most persons perform 
at about the level of chance." 

To the internal-ideological Ss the E said: "You might be interested 
to know that most persons tested so far have made correct judgments above 
the level of chance. We have cross-Canada samples on this type of judgment 
task, and most persons do significantly better than chance." 

The E then showed the next 30 slides, at 3 seconds for the personal - 
internals, and 1/4 second for the personal-externals. 

(After the slide presentation was over, the E secretly flipped a 
card to determine the level of victimization for the S.) To the 
victims, the E said: "You have 9 correct (personal internals) or 3 correct 


(personal externals). Let's see...that would be $2.25. However, the 
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money isn't available. Only certain persons received any reward money." 

To the non-victims, the E said: "You have 9 correct (personal- 
internals) or 3 correct (personal-externals). Could you show me your 
experiment card and I'll write out a receipt for that? I can't give 
you exactly $2.25 but I can give you $2.00." The E then gave $2.00 
to the non-victims. 

To all Ss, the E said: "Well, that's all for the experiment. I 
can't explain any more about the experiment just now. The results and 
a full explanation of the experiment will be posted at the experiment 
sign-up table on April 6, the last day of classes. 0O.K.? Well, I'll 
Sign your experiment card and that will be all. Thank you for coming 
to the experiment." 

The E accompanied the S to the door, and then motioned to a pile of 
papers on a window sill in the corridor. He said casually, "Oh, on 
your way out, could you fill in an experiment rating form and drop it in 
the box in the hall? The supervisor of the research project wants an 
evaluation of the experiment." 

As the S began to fill out the justification questionnaire (see 
Appendix B), the E left the area and secretly observed him through a small 
window. As the Ss was walking out of the building, the E "happened" to 
meet the S and said "Hi: Oh, by the way, would you have a few minutes 
to discuss the experiment? I'd like to have your impressions." 

The E then led the S back to the experiment room and asked him to 
fill out the manipulation check questionnaire (see Appendix C). Finally, 


the E completed the post experimental interview to assess the S's 
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suspicions and to explain the purposes of the experiment (see Appendix D 


for the post-experimental interview). 


APPENDIX B 
EXPERIMENT ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 


Instructions: In order to assist the Supervisor of Research in evaluating 
this experiment, please answer the following questions as accurately as 
possible. Check (/Y) the blank which most closely approximates your own 
feelings about the questions. 


1. The learning experience provided by this experiment was: 


considerable ee ae ae Veryaltucie PEM 7h 
1 2 poe EA ete iO ee 


2. I think the experimenter's reasons for conducting the experiment as 


he did were: 
very ver. 
adequate ee ee, ee ee eee inadequate D.V. #8 


og a 2 3 4 5 6 i 
3. Considering the education value of this experiment in comparison to 
the effort and skill required of me, 


I learned quite I learned very 
a lot when you little for the 
consider the smal] large amount of 
effort involved. effort involved. 

D.V. #9 


Ue oe oe 
4, The experimenter seemed: 


competent ee ea er ee ae a LCOMpetent D.V. #10 
5. I think the Supervisor of Research will: 


probably hire probably not 
this experimenter : hire this 


again experimenter again 
DV. #11 


*This number refers to the itemNo. in Table 5 (Correlation Matrix). 
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a. 


Comments: 


What do you think is the purpose of this experiment? 
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APPENDIX C 
ZETA #51 
POST-EXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE 


To the Subject: Since the number-estimating task is fresh in your mind, 


we would like to know something about your personal impressions and 


feelings about it. Mark an "X" in the box of your choice. 


1 


During the judgment trials of this experiment, I felt that I was 
estimating correctly: 


close to 100% j || Sete close to 0% 
of the time of the time the time 
I felt that when I concentrated on the slide, I could usually do 

better in estimating the number of dots. 


no, not at all | | | | | | i | ea | | yes, definitely 


I believe my performance on this task was: 


entirely a matte | entirely a matte 
of skill of chance 
Concerning most of the estimates I made in the perceptual task, I felt: 
se confident ‘ay not at all 
ane correct | confident of 
being correct 


How do you feel you have been treated in this experiment? 


very fairly Ei eS [| a || |_| ea very unfairly 


The performance of most people on this perceptual task would be: 


entirely a matte entiresy 9 Matte a matte) 
of chance ae Otski Ll ome SK1 


*This number refers to the item No. in Table 5 (Correlation Matrix). 
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APPENDIX D 


POST-EXPERIMENTAL INTERVIEW! 


After the S had completed the manipulation check questionnaire, 
the E said: "Now, I'd like to ask you a few questions to get a more 
detailed view of your impressions of the experiment. 
1. First of all, were all the instructions clear? 
2. Were all the purposes and procedures of the experiment clear to 
you? 
3. Do you have any questions about the experiment? 
4. People may react to experiments in different ways; could you 
comment on your impressions of the experiment, your strategies, or 
how you felt?" 
If at this point the S indicated that he was aware of the purpose 
of the experiment, or if he indicated suspicion of the reward or of 
the instructions, then he was not included in the data sample. The 
following questions were leading questions designed to allow the S 
to show that he was not completely naive, and thus save face: 
5. "Did you notice anything confusing or strange about the experiment?" 
6. "Do you think there might have been more to the experiment than what 
you were told?" 
The E then said: "Well, you're on the right track; it's true I 
was interested in some things I didn't tell you about." 


Then the E discussed the problems of research involving various 


‘These procedures are largely based on suggestions by Aronson and Carlsmith 
(1968). 
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psychological reactions, and gradually explained to the S why it was 
necessary to distract his attention from the real purpose of the 
experiment in order to obtain a spontaneous, natural sample of behavior. 
Then the E briefly reviewed the notions of equity, justification, and 
locus of control; the true purposes of the experiment were revealed. 

The E assured the S that it had not been easy to achieve a 
plausible deception, and explained the pilot work which had been required. 
The S was asked if he had any suggestions for improving the experiment, 
and was asked not to discuss the experiment with his classmates. When 
all the S's doubts and questions had been answered, the E thanked him 
for his help. To further insure their goodwill, Ss who were in the 


victimized condition were given the $2.00 reward money. 
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APPENDIX E 


Scores for the personal, political, and ideological factors were 
obtained using the following items; item numbers refer to the Rotter 
(1966) test of Internal-External Control (see Appendix F for these 


test items). 
ieeerrersonal factor: #647] OSM Ics TIONMA7RE IS, 20, 26, 28, -32. 


Peaeronieical. tractors 74,13, 19, 25, 33. 
3.) ldealogicalnftactornsd #3507 5*t 830d836225 (245030: 
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APPENDIX F 
I-E SCALE: ROTTER (1966) 


Name 


I. D. Number Sex 


ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 


We are interested in what people think about a number of social 
questions. The best answer to each statement is your personal opinion. 
The items are given in pairs. You are to choose one response from each 
pair. Choose the response that most closely fits your opinion or 
feeling and indicate your choice by blacking "A" or "B" corresponding 
to the response chosen. You indicate which response you agree with by 
blacking in the identifying letter on the IBM sheet. If you agree with 
both, choose the one you agree with most strongly. If you do not 
agree with either, choose the one you find the least disagreeable of 


the two. 
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A 
Children get into trouble because 
their parents punish them too 
much. 


A 


Without the right breaks, one 
cannot be an effective leader. 


A 
Many of the unhappy things in 
people's lives are partly due to 
bad luck. 

A 
One of the major reasons why we have 
wars is because people don't take 
enough interest in politics. 

A 
In the long run people get the 
respect they deserve in this 
world. 


A 


The idea that teachers are unfair 
to students is nonsense. 


A 


Without the right breaks one 
Cannot be an effective leader. 


40. 


B 
The trouble with most children now- 
adays is that their parents are too 
easy with them. 

B 
Getting people to do the right thing 
depends upon ability; luck has little 
or nothing to do with it. 

B 


People's misfortunes result from the 
mistakes they make. 


B 


There will always be wars, no matter 
how hard people try to prevent then. 


B 


Unfortunately, an individual's 
worth often passes unrecognized no 
matter how hard he tries. 


B 


Most students don't realize the 
extent to which their grades are 
influenced by accidental happenings. 


B 


Capable people who fail to become 
leaders have not taken advantage 
of their opportunities. 
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A 


8. No matter how hard you try some 
people just don't like you. 


B 


People who can't get others to like 
them don't understand how to get 
along with others. 


A 


9. Heredity plays the major role in 


determining one's personality. 
A 


10. I have often found that what 
is going to happen will happen. 


A 


11. In the case of the well prepared 


Student there is rarely if ever 
such a thing as an unfair test. 


A 
12. Becoming a success is a matter 
of hard work, luck has little 
or nothing to do with it. 
A 
13. The average citizen can have an 
influence in government 
decisions. 
A 
14. Knowing the right people is 


important in deciding whether 
a person will get ahead. 


B 


It is one's experiences in life 
which determine what they're like. 


B 


Trusting to fate has never turned 
out as well for me as making a 


decision to take a definite course 


of action. 


B 


Many times exam questions tend to 
be so unrelated to course work that 
studying is really useless. 


B 


Getting a good job depends mainly 
on being in the right place at the 
right time. 


B 


This world is run by the few people 
in power, and there is not much 
the little guy can do about it. 


B 


People will get ahead in life if 
they have the goods and do a good 
job; knowing the right people has 
nothing to do with it. 
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42. 


A B 
Foe When I make plans, I am almost cer- It is not always wise to plan too 
tain that I can make them work. far ahead because many things turn 


out to be a matter of good or bad 
fortune anyhow. 


A B 


16. There are certain people who There is some good in everybody. 
are just no good. 


A B 
17. In my case getting what I want Many times we might just as well 
has little or nothing to do decide what to do by flipping a coin. 
with luck. 
A B 
18. Who gets to be the boss often Getting people to do the right 
depends on who was lucky enough thing depends upon ability, luck 
to be in the right place first. has little or nothing to do with it. 
A B 
19. As far as world affairs are con- By taking an active part in political 
cerned, most of us are the victims and social affairs the people can 


of forces we can neither understand, control world events. 
nor control. 


A B 
20. Most people don't realize the There really is no such thing as 
extent to which their lives eluck. 
are controlled by accidental 
happenings. 
A B 
21. One should always be willing It is usually best to cover up one's 


to admit mistakes. mistakes. 
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A B 
22. It is hard to know whether or How many friends you have depends upon 
not a person really likes you. how nice a person you are. 
A B 
23. Leadership positions tend to It's hard to know why some people 
go to capable people who get leadership positions and others 
deserve being chosen. don't; ability doesn't seem to be 
the important factor. 
A B 
24. In the long run the bad things Most misfortunes are the result of 
that happen to us are balanced lack of ability, ignorance, laziness, 
by the good ones. or all three. 
A B 
25. With enough effort we can wipe It is difficult for people to have 
Out political corruption. much control over the things 
politicians do in office. 
A B 
26. Sometimes I can't understand There is a direct connection between 
how teachers arrive at the how hard I study and the grades I 
grades they give. get. 
A B 
27. A good leader expects people to A good leader makes it clear to 
decide for themselves what everybody what their jobs are. 
they should do. 
A B 
28. Many times I feel that I have It is impossible for me to believe 


little influence over the 
things that happen to me. 


43. 


that chance or luck plays an 
important role in my life. 
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A 
People who don't do well in life 
often work hard, but the breaks 
just don't come their way. 


A 


People are lonely because they 
don't try to be friendly. 


A 
There is too much emphasis on 
athletics in high school. 

A 


What happens to me is my own 
doing. 


A 


Most of the time I can't under- 
stand why politicians behave 
the way they do. 


B 


Some people just don't use the breaks 
that come their way. If they don't 
do well, it's their own fault. 


B 
There's not much use in trying too 
hard to please people, if they 
like you, they like you. 

B 
Team sports are an excellent way 
to build character. 

B 
Sometimes I feel that I don't 
have enough control over the 
direction my life is taking. 

B 
In the long run the people are 
responsible for bad government on 


a national as well as on a local 
level. 
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APPENDIX G 
The top figure indicates means for all 64 Ss; the bottom figure 
indicates means for the 34 Ss for which I-E scores were available. For 
the content of the dependent variable items #1-11, see Appendices B 


and C; D. V. #12 is the summed justification score. 


Dae cit De Vee DNase D. V. #4 
4.72 4.42 4.34 4.66 

4.62 4.29 4.18 4.53 
DeeVi #5 D. V. #6 DeVoe] D. V._ #8 
pag 3.45 4.92 Sol 

L937 SHS) 4.94 2.94 
Deas 79 D~V. #10 Dovel Dorey eae Lc 
Se) 1.84 CANE 17.86 
3.18 Thatehe) 2are 17.74 


Means for the 34 Ss for which I-E data were available: 


Rotter I-E score Personal factor 
10.8] 4.29 

Political factor Ideological factor 
rae 3.00 


For D. V.'s 1-12, t-tests for differences between means (Hays, 1963) 
revealed no significant differences between means for the entire 


sample and means for the 34 Ss for which I-E data were available. 
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